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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed on 8/17/2006 is acknowledged and has been entered. 
Claims 1-32 are cancelled. 
Claims 33-62 are currently pending. 

Priority 

1 . Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 33-37, 42-52, and 57-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sullivan et al. (US 4,136,387), Lindsay (US PGPub 
2002/0103035), Poillon et al. (US 5,056,791) and Huston et al. (US 5,364,093). 
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In reference to claims 33 and 48, Sullivan discloses: A method and system for 
deriving representations of the individual outcomes of launching objects into an area 
that contains a plurality of mutually-spaced object- sensing means, wherein each 
sensing means detects the presence of any of the launched objects that arrive in the 
location of that respective sensing means (see Fig 2, and col 3, In 8-10). Sullivan is 
silent is predicting the outcome of a launched object. Lindsay teaches predicting the 
outcome of a golf ball's trajectory (pg 1 , par 1 1 ). It would have been obvious to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Sullivan and Lindsay 
to yield the predictable result of predicting the trajectory of a golf ball based on the 
measure parameters of the launched golf ball. Sullivan and Lindsay are silent on using 
the prediction to locate the object in the event that the sensing means fails to detect the 
presence of the object. Poillon teaches projecting an image of the ball flight path that 
the ball would have taken on a golf range (col 4, In 3-6). It would have been obvious to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teachings of Sullivan, Lindsay and Poillon to yield the predictable result of displaying the 
predicted path of the ball to a user. Sullivan, Linday and Poillon are silent on using 
adaptive error correction between where the ball is predicted to have landed and where 
it actually lands. Huston teaches using error correction to continuously recalculate the 
distance to a golf cup (col 2, In 40-43). It would have been obvious to use error 
correction in a golf ball flight path prediction system to make a better prediction each 
time the ball is launched. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston to 
yield the predictable result of an accurate golf shot prediction system for tracking the 
location of each golf ball. 

In reference to claims 34 and 49, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Lindsay further teaches wherein the representation 
provided in respect of the individual objects for which the presence as aforesaid is 
detected by any of the sensing means, is of the actual outcome realized (pg 2, par 20). 

In reference to claims 35 and 50, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Sullivan further discloses wherein the measurements of 
velocity vectors of each object at launch are derived by detecting light-change resulting 
from passage of that object through detection planes defined by respective slit- 
apertures (col 1 , In 46-49). 

In reference to claims 36 and 51 , Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Lindsay further teaches wherein each detection plane 
involves means for emitting light as a beam through the respective slit-aperture and 
means for sensing light from the beam reflected back through that same slit-aperture 
(pg 2, par 21). 

In reference to claims 37 and 52, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Sullivan further discloses wherein each object carries at 
least one retro-reflective element for reflecting light from the beam back to the light- 
sensing means (col 2, In 64-65). 
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In reference to claims 42 and 57, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Lindsay further teaches wherein the derived 
representations are provided in the form of video display (pg 4, par 45). 

In reference to claims 43 and 58, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Poillon further teaches wherein the objects are golf balls 
that are launched by a golfer in successive strikes (col 4, In 14-18). 

In reference to claims 44 and 59, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Lindsay further teaches wherein the prediction of the 
outcome of launching of each individual ball is computed in accordance with velocity 
and spin vectors of the ball at launch (pg 1 , par 11 ). 

In reference to claims 45 and 60, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Poillon further teaches wherein the predicted outcome is 
represented in terms of the location the ball is predicted to reach within the area (col 4, 
In 3-6). 

In reference to claims 46 and 61 , Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. Poillon further teaches wherein the area is a golf range 
used by a plurality of golfers, and each golfer is provided individually with a 
representation of the outcome of his/her strikes (col 4, In 3-6). 

In reference to claims 47 and 62, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims. It would have been a matter of obvious design choice to 
use a probability assessment to determine the owner of a golf ball based on the 
predicted and actual outcomes. For example, there is no benefit to using a probability 
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assessment versus a numbered RFID tag system that records tag numbers in 
association with a particular golfer. 

5. Claims 38-40 and 53-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sullivan et al. (US 4,136,387), Lindsay (US PGPub 
2002/0103035), Poillon et al. (US 5,056,791) and Huston et al. (US 5,364,093) as 
applied to the claims above, and further in view of Gordon (US 5,419,565). 

In reference to claims 38 and 53, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of this claim except sensing the presence of an object by impact. Gordon 
teaches using impact sensors to determine the location of impact and speed of an 
object (col 2, In 19-23). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon, Huston and 
Gordon to yield the predictable result of using an impact sensor to locate where a golf 
ball has landed after launch. 

In reference to claims 39, 40, 54 and 55, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon, Huston and 
Gordon teach all the elements of these claims. Gordon further teaches using piezo- 
electric cable for sensing impact (col 1 , In 67 - col 2, In 5). The piezo-electric cable 
produces electrical signals which are used to provide visual and audio location 
information. 

6. Claims 41 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan et al. (US 4,136,387), Lindsay (US PGPub 2002/0103035), Poillon et 
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al. (US 5,056,791) and Huston et al. (US 5,364,093) as applied to the claims above, 
and further in view of Yong et al. (US PGPub 2002/0177490). 

In reference to claims 41 and 56, Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon and Huston teach all 
the elements of these claims except the object carrying a RFID tag and RFID sensing 
means. Yong teaches using a RFID tag and a RFID sensor to detect the presence of a 
golf ball (pg 1, par 18). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Sullivan, Lindsay, Poillon, Huston and Yong 
to yield the predictable outcome of detecting that an object has entered an area using 
an RFID system. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARCUS D. JONES whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3773. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5 EST, Alternate 
Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan Thai can be reached on 571-272-7147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Marcus D. Jones/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
/XUAN M. THAI/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 



